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Understanding quantum phase transitions in highly excited Hamiltonian eigenstates is currently
far from being complete. It is particularly important to establish tools for their characterization
in time domain. Here we argue that a scaled survival probability, where time is measured in
units of a typical Heisenberg time, exhibits a scale-invariant behavior at eigenstate transitions.
We first demonstrate this property in two paradigmatic quadratic models, the one-dimensional
Aubry-Andre model and three-dimensional Anderson model. Surprisingly, we then show that similar
phenomenology emerges in the interacting avalanche model of ergodicity breaking phase transitions.
This establishes an intriguing similarity between localization transition in quadratic systems and
ergodicity breaking phase transition in interacting systems.

Introduction.– Quantum phase transition in highly
excited Hamiltonian eigenstates (henceforth, eigenstate
transitions) can be seen as a generalization of ground-
state quantum phase transitions [1]. They are often char-
acterized by an abrupt change of certain wave function
properties such as participation ratios or entanglement
entropies. Some remarkable consequences of eigenstate
transitions may be manifested in nonequilibrium quan-
tum dynamics of isolated [2, 3] or Floquet [4–9] quantum
systems, and may call for refinement of our understand-
ing of quantum chaos [10–12] and thermalization [12–14].

In time domain, the overlap of two time-evolving quan-
tum states may represent a useful probe to study the
properties of Hamiltonians that govern the dynamics.
Generally, stability of isolated quantum systems against
perturbations is studied within the concept of fidelity or
Loschmidt echo [15], which became one of the most im-
portant tools in the theory of quantum chaos [16, 17]
and other areas of physics [17]. Here, we focus on sur-
vival probability [18], which is the squared overlap of
the time-evolving state with its initial state, whose main
features (e.g., the slopes of its decay) can also be ex-
tracted [19], for small systems, from experimental pro-
tocols based on Loschmidt echoes [19, 20]. Of particu-
lar interest are its properties at intermediate and long
times, which may carry nontrivial fingerprints of eigen-
state transitions [18, 21, 22].

In the context of quadratic Hamiltonians in which
eigenstate transitions are driven by disorder, a large
amount of previous studies focused on survival proba-
bility [18, 21–27]. Perhaps the most important outcomes
of these studies are (i) emergence of a power-law behav-
ior close to and at the eigenstate transition [18, 21–27],
and (ii) connecting the power-law exponent to the frac-
tality of the wave function [18, 23, 28–33]. It appears that
these properties do not crucially depend on whether the
quadratic Hamiltonian is local (such as the Anderson and
Aubry-Andre models) or it is given by a random-matrix-
theory type of model [25, 34]. In spite of these activities,
however, it remains unclear whether a power-law decay of
survival probability is a sufficient criterion for a detection

of the transition point.
Survival probability in interacting systems has not yet

received as much attention as in quadratic systems, apart
from several exceptions [35–40]. In random-field spin-1/2
Heisenberg chains, emergence of a power-law decay was
reported for a broad range of disorder strengths [35, 37–
40], suggesting that the power-law survival probability
per se may not be sufficient to pinpoint the transition
in finite systems. However, the quest for exploring the
boundaries of thermalization and the emergence of noner-
godic phases of matter has recently experienced tremen-
dous scientific interest [41–43]. It is then an urgent task
to establish tools to detect eigenstate transitions through
the lens of quantum dynamics, both for single-particle
and many-body states.
In the context of interacting systems, it is currently not

obvious which are the prototypical models that exhibit
an ergodicity breaking phase transition in the thermo-
dynamic limit and are at the same time not subject to
severe finite-size effects in numerical analyses. One of
the most widely studied systems in this respect is the
random-field spin-1/2 Heisenberg chain, for which dif-
ferent predictions about the fate of ergodicity breaking
phase transition have recently been made [44–71]. A con-
venient alternative for such studies can be formulated
within the so-called avalanche model of ergodicity break-
ing phase transitions [68, 72–78], which allows for estab-
lishing analytical predictions of the value of the transition
point [72, 73]. Importantly, numerical results in finite
systems comply with these predictions and exhibit only
mild finite-size effects [77].
In this Letter, by studying quantum dynamics through

the perspective of survival probability, we show that its
scale-invariant behavior is a hallmark of eigenstate tran-
sitions in both quadratic and interacting systems. This
allows us to establish a connection between eigenstate
transitions in disordered quadratic systems and ergodic-
ity breaking phase transitions in interacting systems.
Our analysis consists of two steps. In the first step,

we study two paradigmatic quadratic systems, the one-
dimensional (1D) Aubry-Andre model and the three-
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dimensional (3D) Anderson model, and we introduce a
scaled survival probability p(t); see Eq. (3). With this we
benchmark scale invariance of p(t) as an indicator of a
disorder-driven localization transition point in quadratic
systems. Then we extend our analysis to an interact-
ing system, i.e., to the avalanche model. We show that
an identically defined p(t), however on many-body wave
functions, also exhibits scale invariance at the ergodic-
ity breaking phase transition. The scale invariance of
p(t) allows us to relate the power-law exponent of p(t)
to the fractal dimension of initial states in the eigenba-
sis of Hamiltonian Ĥ, and the scaling properties of the
typical Heisenberg time. Finally, we also discuss a con-
nection of wave function based dynamical measures of
the transition to the spectrum based measures, such as
the spectral form factor.

Scaled survival probability.– We are interested in quan-
tum quenches from the initial Hamiltonian Ĥ0 with
eigenstates {|m⟩} to the final Hamiltonian Ĥ with eigen-
states {|ν⟩}. The eigenstates correspond to single-
particle (many-body) eigenstates in quadratic (interact-
ing) Hamiltonians. The eigenstate survival probability
for a fixed Hamiltonian realization is defined as

PH
m (t) = |⟨m|e−iĤt|m⟩|2 =

∣∣∣∣ D∑
ν=1

|cνm|2e−iEνt

∣∣∣∣2, (1)

where we set ℏ ≡ 1, D is the Hilbert-space dimension,
cνm = ⟨ν|m⟩ is the overlap of |m⟩ with |ν⟩, and Eν is
an eigenenergy of Ĥ. The averaged survival probability
is defined as P (t) = ⟨⟨PH

m (t)⟩m⟩H , where ⟨...⟩m denotes
the average over all eigenstates |m⟩ of the initial Hamil-
tonian Ĥ0, and ⟨...⟩H denotes the average over different
realizations of the final Hamiltonian Ĥ.
At long times, P (t) approaches the average inverse par-

ticipation ratio of eigenstates of Ĥ in the eigenbasis of
Ĥ0, P = ⟨⟨

∑
ν |cνm|4⟩m⟩H . We express P as

P = P∞ + cD−γ , (2)

i.e., as a sum of the nonzero asymptotic value P∞ =
limD→∞ P and a part that vanishes in the thermody-
namic limit D → ∞ as ∝ D−γ , where γ > 0 is the frac-
tal dimension. In the fully delocalized regime one gets
P∞ = 0, while P∞ > 0 in the localized regime or the
regime with a mobility edge. If the initial wave function
at the transition exhibits (multi)fractal properties in the
eigenbasis of Ĥ, one expects γ < 1.
These considerations allow us to define our central

quantity, the scaled survival probability p(t), henceforth
survival probability,

p(t) =
P (t)− P∞

P − P∞
, (3)

which saturates at long times to limt→∞ p(t) = 1. We
study p in units of scaled time τ = t/ttypH , where

ttypH = 2π/δEtyp is the typical Heisenberg time, δEtyp =
exp[⟨⟨ln(Eν+1−Eν)⟩ν⟩H ] is the typical level spacing, and
⟨...⟩ν denotes the average over all pairs of nearest levels.
Models.– We study two quadratic models with

particle-number conservation that exhibit localization-
delocalization transitions, given by the Hamiltonian

Ĥ = −J
∑
⟨ij⟩

(ĉ†i ĉj + ĉ†j ĉi) +

D∑
i=1

ϵin̂i , (4)

where ĉ†j (ĉj) are the fermionic creation (annihilation) op-
erators at site j, J is the hopping matrix element between
nearest neighbor sites, n̂i = ĉ†i ĉi is the site occupation op-
erator, and ϵi is the on-site energy. The first is the Aubry-
Andre model on a 1D lattice with L sites (D = L) subject
to the quasiperiodic on-site potential ϵi = λ cos(2πqi+ϕ),

where λ is the amplitude of the potential, q =
√
5−1
2 is the

golden ratio, and ϕ is a global phase. The model exhibits
a sharp localization-delocalization transition at λc/J = 2
for all single-particle eigenstates [79–89] as a consequence
of self-duality at the transition. This transition was ob-
served experimentally using cold atoms [90, 91] and pho-
tonic lattices [92]. The second is the Anderson model
on a 3D cubic lattice (D = L3) subjected to indepen-
dent and identically distributed on-site energies drawn
from a box distribution ϵi ∈ [−W/2,W/2]. Numerical
studies of transport properties of single-particle eigen-
states at the center of energy band [93–95] based on the
transfer-matrix technique have shown that the system is
insulating for W > Wc ≈ 16.54J [96] and below Wc it
becomes diffusive [97–99]. At the transition, the model
exhibits subdiffusion [97] and multifractal single-particle
eigenfunctions [100–102]. The transition point is energy
dependent, i.e., at W > Wc all single-particle states are
localized, while at W < Wc the system exhibits a mobil-
ity edge [103].
We complement our analysis by studying an interact-

ing model that exhibits an ergodicity breaking phase
transition, i.e., the avalanche model [72, 73, 77]. The
model consists of N + L spin-1/2 degrees of freedom in
a Fock space of dimension D = 2N+L. It is divided into
a dot with N spins and a remaining subsystem with L
spins outside the dot, described by the Hamiltonian

Ĥ = R̂+ g0

L−1∑
i=0

αui Ŝx
ni
Ŝx
i +

L−1∑
i=0

hiŜ
z
i . (5)

The spins outside the dot are subject to local magnetic
fields hi ∈ [0.5, 1.5] that are drawn from a box distribu-
tion. Interactions within the dot denoted by R̂ are all-to-
all and they exclusively act on the dot subspace. They are
represented by a 2N ×2N random matrix drawn from the
Gaussian orthogonal ensemble [104]. Each of the spins
outside the dot is coupled to one spin in the dot, and the
interaction strength is αui . For a chosen spin i outside
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the dot, we randomly select an in-dot spin ni. The cou-
pling to the first spin outside the dot (i = 0) is set to
one since u0 = 0, while at i ≥ 1, ui ∈ [i − 0.2, i + 0.2] is
drawn from a box distribution.

We set N = 5 and g0 = 1 in Eq. (5), and vary
the parameter α. For these parameters, the transi-
tion estimated from the gap ratio statistics occurs at
αc ≈ 0.716 [105], which is very close to the analytical
prediction ᾱ = 1/

√
2 ≈ 0.707 [72, 73]. For α > αc the

model is ergodic and it exhibits the Gaussian orthogonal
ensemble level statistics [73, 77]. This can be interpreted
as a successful avalanche induced by the dot. For α < αc

there is localization of spins outside a thermal bubble and
the Poisson level statistics emerges [73, 77].

Initial states.– Unless stated otherwise, the initial
Hamiltonian for quadratic models is Ĥ0 =

∑
i ϵin̂i, for

which the single-particle eigenstates {|m⟩} in Eq. (1) are
fully localized in the site occupation basis. The survival
probability can then be interpreted as a quantity that
describes the spreading of a particle initially localized in
the disordered lattice. For the interacting model the ini-
tial Hamiltonian is Ĥ0 = diag(Ĥ), i.e., we quench from
{|m⟩} which are product states of fully localized spins in
the whole system. The survival probability hence tracks
the stability of the initially localized spins against the
avalanche spreading from the dot.

Scale invariance at the transition.– We first study the
results in quadratic models. In the upper panels of Fig. 1
we show p(τ) in the 1D Aubry-Andre model, while the
middle panels of Fig. 1 show p(τ) in the 3D Ander-
son model. At the eigenstate transition, see Figs. 1(b)
and 1(e), the decay of p(τ) appears to be independent
of the system size. This scale-invariant behavior extends
over several orders of magnitude in time, and it is marked
by the shaded areas in Figs. 1(b) and 1(e). We fit the
functional dependence in this regime by a power law,

p(τ) = a τ−β , (6)

where a and β are fitting parameters. We obtain β =
0.25 in Fig. 1(b) and β = 0.42 in Fig. 1(e), moreover,
in all cases considered in this Letter we obtain a < 1.
In contrast, when departing from the transition point
toward the delocalized regime, see Figs. 1(a) and 1(d),
and toward the localized regime, see Figs. 1(c) and 1(f),
scaled-invariant properties are lost and we do not focus
on these regimes further on.

We now ask whether a similar behavior can also be
observed in an interacting model, i.e., in the avalanche
model. Remarkably, the lower panels of Fig. 1 suggests
that this is indeed the case. Specifically, in Fig. 1(h) we
observe scale-invariant behavior at the ergodicity break-
ing transition that is fitted by the power law from Eq. (6)
with β = 0.56. The time interval in which the power law
is observed, see the shaded region in Fig. 1(h), is as broad
as that in 3D Anderson model in Fig. 1(e). Scale invari-
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FIG. 1. Survival probability p(τ) as a function of the scaled
time τ = t/ttypH in the 1D Aubry-Andre model (upper pan-
els, a–c), the 3D Anderson model (middle panels, d–f) and
the avalanche model (lower panels, g–i) at different system
sizes L, plotted in the delocalized regime (left column), at
the transition point (middle column), and in the localized
regime (right column). The shaded areas in the middle col-
umn denote the time intervals of the scale-invariant behavior
for the largest system sizes. The dashed lines denote the fits
from Eq. (6) in the scale-invariant power-law regime.

ance of p(τ) is lost in the ergodic phase, see Fig. 1(g),
and in the localized phase, see Fig. 1(i).

Consequences of scale invariance.–We now explore the
consequences of the observed scale invariance of p(τ) at
eigenstate transitions, which is shown in Fig. 2 for all
models under consideration. We describe the procedure
that allows us to relate β from Eq. (6) to other properties
at the transition such as the fractal dimension γ.

10 8 10 6 10 2 100

100

102

p(
)

0.56
Avalanche

L = 12, 11, 10, 9

0.42

3D Anderson

L = 40, 32, 24

0.25
1D Aubry-Andre

L = 20000,
10000, 5000

FIG. 2. Scale invariance of survival probability p(τ) at the
transition point demonstrated for the largest system sizes L of
the models under consideration (the larger L, the darker the
color). The curves are identical to those in Figs. 1(b), 1(e),
and 1(h), but shifted in y axis (i.e., multiplied by constants)
for clarity. The shaded area denotes the time interval of the
scale invariant behavior for the largest L (for the 3D Anderson
model and the avalanche model this time interval roughly
coincides). The dashed lines denote the fits from Eq. (6).
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We start by inserting P − P∞ from Eq. (2) and the
power-law form of p(t) from Eq. (6) into Eq. (3), and
considering its logarithm, one obtains ln[P (t) − P∞] =
−β ln t + ln(a(ttypH )βcD−γ). We note that if the power-

law decay of P (t) − P∞ was to extend until t = ttypH

[cf. the dashed lines in Figs. 1(b), 1(e) and 1(g)], the value
P (ttypH ) − P∞ would be lower than cD−γ since a < 1.
However, our goal is to understand the behavior of β
that corresponds to the slope of the function ln[P (t) −
P∞] versus ln t, and hence one can shift the offset by
setting a = 1. The slope β can then be obtained by

the ratio β = − y(L1)−y(L2)
x(L1)−x(L2)

, where the functions y and x

are evaluated at time t = ttypH such that the dependence

on the system size L enters through ttypH . Specifically,

y(L) = ln[P (ttypH ) − P∞] = −γ ln[cD(L)] and x(L) =

ln[ttypH (L)], and we express the ratios of Heisenberg times

as ttypH (L2)/t
typ
H (L1) = [D(L2)/D(L1)]

n
. This leads to

β = γ/n , (7)

where n is a rational positive number. The power-law
exponent β is hence determined by the fractal dimension
γ and the scaling properties of ttypH when expressed in
terms of the Hilbert-space dimension D.
If the scaling of ttypH with L is identical to the scal-

ing of the average tH with L, it implies n ≈ 1, but if
the spectrum exhibits level clustering or large gaps, they
may lead to n > 1. While this derivation does not distin-
guish between quadratic and interacting systems, we note
that by introducing n in Eq. (7) for interacting systems,
where D(L) scales exponentially with L, we neglect mul-
tiplicative factors that scale polynomially with L. Still,
as shown below, at sufficiently large L these contributions
can be neglected.

We test predictions from Eq. (7) numerically in Fig. 3.
Specifically, we extract γ and n from the scaling proper-
ties of P and ttypH at eigenstate transitions in Figs. 3(a)–
3(c) and 3(d)–3(f), respectively, and compare their ratios
to the values of β obtained in Figs. 1(b), 1(e), and 1(h),
finding excellent agreement. We note that in the 1D
Aubry-Andre model, the distribution of level spacings at
the transition is anomalous [28]. In Fig. 3(d), we observe
ttypH ≈ D2, which justifies the introduction of n ̸= 1 in
Eq. (7), and is consistent with β ≈ γ/2 from Ref. [29].
On the other hand, in the 3D Anderson model where
β ≈ γ [97, 106], see Fig. 3(b), we observe P∞ ̸= 0 at the
transition, which is a consequence of the mobility edge
[103] and hence justifies the introduction of P∞ to the
definition of scaled survival probability in Eq. (3).

It is interesting to observe that P at the transition in
the avalanche model [cf. α = 0.716 in Fig. 3(c)] exhibits
(multi)fractal behavior, and we attribute its saturation to
a small nonzero P∞ as a hallmark of the mobility edge.
In the nonergodic phase [cf. α = 0.6 in Fig. 3(c)], P
saturates to a rather large value, indicating Fock space
localization. Note that the latter is a consequence of
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P

1D Aubry-Andre
(a)

D 0.53

n 0.26

102 105L
103

108

tty
p

H

D2.03
(d)

/J = 1.98
/J = 2
/J = 2.02

L

10 3

10 1
3D Anderson
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D 0.42

n 0.42

101 102L
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105

D1.01
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W/J = 10
W/J = 16.54
W/J = 20

L

10 3

10 2

Avalanche
(c)

D 0.57

n 0.57

5 12L

103

105 (f)
D0.99

= 0.8
= 0.716
= 0.6

FIG. 3. Scaling of P and ttypH in the models under inves-
tigation: (a), (d) 1D Aubry-Andre model with D = L; (b),
(e) 3D Anderson model with D = L3; and (c), (f) avalanche

model with D = e(ln 2)(N+L). Black dashed lines are fits to the
data at eigenstate transitions (circles). (a)–(c): The fractal
dimension γ is obtained using Eq. (2), where the horizontal
lines denote P∞. At eigenstate transitions we get (a) γ = 0.53,
(b) γ = 0.42, and (c) γ = 0.57. (d)–(f): The number n is ob-
tained using the ansatz ttypH ∝ Dn. At eigenstate transitions
we get (d) n = 2.03, (e) n = 1.01, and (f) n = 0.99. The
ratios γ/n given in the legends accurately match the values
of β from Fig. 2, in accordance with Eq. (7).

interactions and is not expected to emerge in many-body
states of localized quadratic models.

Survival probability and spectral form factor.– An in-
teresting open question concerns the relation of survival
probability at eigenstate transitions with the statistical
properties of Hamiltonian spectra. Recent studies of the
spectral form factor (SFF) at eigenstate transitions of the
3D Anderson model [107] and the avalanche model [77]
observed a scale-invariant plateau in time domain that
extends over several orders of magnitude. Even though
survival probability is formally not equivalent to the SFF,
certain analogies can be established for the random ma-
trices [37, 108] and in general [108, 109] (see also [105]).
It is then reasonable to conjecture in these cases that the
scale-invariant plateau in the SFF is related to the scale-
invariant behavior of the survival probability. In [105] we
numerically test this conjecture and observe that both
scale-invariant phenomena occur in approximately the
same time windows.

We note that the SFF in the 1D Aubry-Andre model,
in contrast to the other two models, exhibits a scale-
invariant power-law decay at the transition due to frac-
tality of the eigenspectrum at the transition. The latter
emerges in nearly the same time window as a power-law
decay of the survival probability [105].

Conclusions.– The new results of this Letter can be
summarized in two steps. In the first, we established
scale invariance of survival probability at eigenstate tran-
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sitions. This allows us to consider scale invariance in
two paradigmatic quadratic models, the 1D Aubry-Andre
model and the 3D Anderson model, within the same
framework. In the second, most important step, we
observe that this phenomenology also applies to ergod-
icity breaking transitions in interacting systems. We
note that the hallmark of the transition is scale invari-
ance and not the mere power-law decay of the survival
probability. For quantum quenches from initial states
different than those considered here, e.g., translation-
ally invariant plane waves, power-law decay may not be
present, however, signatures of scale invariance may still
emerge [105, 110].

The main advantage of introducing scale invariance at
eigenstate transitions is to establish a tool to detect the
transition point in time domain at relatively short times.
These times are much shorter than the characteristic re-
laxation time (also denoted as the Thouless time), which
in the interacting models scales exponentially with L at
the transition. This opens new possibilities to character-
ize and detect ergodicity breaking phenomena, in partic-
ular, to extend our framework to few-body observables
measured in experiments.
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TRANSITION IN THE AVALANCHE MODEL

While the values of the transition points in the 1D
Aubry-Andre model and the 3D Anderson model are
known to high accuracy, we here establish the transition
point in the avalanche model from Eq. (5) that is used in
the analysis in Figs. 1(h) and 2 in the main text.

As an indicator of the transition, we use the ratio of
consecutive level spacings of the many-body spectrum,

rν =
min{δEν+1, δEν}
max{δEν+1, δEν}

(S1)

where δEν = Eν+1 − Eν is the nearest level spacing.
We define the mean ratio as r̄ = ⟨⟨rν⟩ν⟩H , with ⟨...⟩ν
denoting the average over pairs of spacings of nearest
levels and ⟨...⟩H denoting the average over Hamiltonian
realizations. For each Hamiltonian realization we average
over 500 energy states close to the mid-spectrum, and we
then average over 10000 Hamiltonian realizations.

Results for r̄ are shown in Fig. S1. The main panel
shows r̄ versus α, while the inset shows the scaling col-
lapse of r̄ versus L1/µ/ξ0,1, where ξ0 = 1/ ln(α/αc)

2 for
α > αc and ξ1 = 1/ ln(αc/α)

2 for α < αc [77]. Using the
cost function minimization procedure introduced in [45],
we obtain the optimal fitting parameters µ ≈ 0.6 and
αc ≈ 0.716. The numerical estimate for the transition
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L1/
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FIG. S1. Results for the mean level spacing ratio r from
Eq. (S1), as a function of α at different L. Inset: The scaling

collapse of r̄ versus L1/µ/ξ0,1, see the main text for details.
The gray square in the main panel denotes the analytical pre-
diction for the transition point ᾱ = 1/

√
2, while the verti-

cal dashed line is the numerically extracted transition point
αc = 0.716 obtained from the scaling collapse in the inset.
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FIG. S2. (a)-(c) The raw SFF KR(τ) from Eq. (S2) as func-
tion of the scaled time τ = t/ttypH in the 1D Aubry-Andree
model at different system sizes (D = L), plotted (a) in the
delocalized regime, (b) at the transition point, and (c) in the
localized regime. (d)-(f) The corresponding survival proba-
bility p(τ) [the same results as in Figs. 1(a)-1(c) of the main
text]. The shaded areas in (b) and (e) denote the scale in-
variance in p(τ) for the largest system size L = 20000.

point αc ≈ 0.716 is very close (within 2%) to the analyt-
ical estimate ᾱ = 1/

√
2 ≈ 0.707 using the hybridization

condition from Ref. [72].

On a technical side, we note that in the definition of
the avalanche model in Eq. (5) we use N = 5 and we
set the coupling to the closest spin outside the dot to
one (since u0 = 0). This definition is different from a
recent study in Ref. [77], which used N = 3 and the
transition point estimate was αc ≈ 0.75. We observe
that by increasing N in finite-size calculations, the values
of the transition point are quantitatively closer to the
analytical prediction ᾱ = 1/

√
2.

CONNECTION TO THE SPECTRAL FORM
FACTOR.

We next compare the behaviour of the survival prob-
ability p(τ) shown in the main text to the behaviour of
the spectral form factor (SFF). Recently, the character-
isation of the eigenstate transitions using the SFF has
been carried out for the 3D Anderson model [107] and
the avalanche model [77]. We note that, therein, the
SFF was defined using unfolded spectra and a Gaussian
filtering function. In both studies a broad plateau of the
SFF at the transition was found and therefore the SFF
universality at the transition has been conjectured [77].
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Here we consider the raw SFF computed from the raw
Hamiltonian eigenvalues,

KR(t) =
1

D

〈∣∣ D∑
ν=1

e−iEνt
∣∣2〉

H
, (S2)

where no spectral unfolding and filtering function are ap-
plied. We show that, still, the SFF defined in this way
retains the universality observed in Refs. [77, 107]. The
reason to use the raw SFF KR(t) is that it naturally con-
nects to the survival probability p(t) in Eq. (3). Indeed,
KR(t) can be interpreted as p(t) where each initial state
|m⟩ in Eq. (1) is replaced by the infinite-temperature
pure state |mT=∞⟩ =

∑
ν D

−1/2|ν⟩. Then, the values of
long-time limits in Eq. (3) are P = 1/D and P∞ = 0, and
p(t) hence reduces to KR(t). To discuss the connection
of KR(t) to the scale invariance of p(τ), we plot KR as a
function of the scaled time τ = t/ttypH .
In Figs. S2(a)-S2(c) we plot the raw SFF KR(τ) for the

1D Aubry-Andre model and compare it to the survival
probability p(τ), see Figs. S2(d)-S2(f), which contain
the same results as in Figs. 1(a)-1(c) of the main text.
We observe that at the transition point, see Figs. S2(b)
and S2(e), the scale invariant power-law behavior in p(τ)
is accompanied by a similar behavior in KR(τ). Away
from the transition, see Figs. S2(a) and S2(c), such scale
invariance is lost. We note that the power-law behavior
in KR(τ) in Fig. S2(b) in the 1D Aubry-Andre model is
different from the behavior in the 3D Anderson model
and the avalanche model, which we discuss below.

In Fig. S3, we compare the raw SFF KR(τ) and p(τ)
in the 3D Anderson model. The results for p(τ) are the
same as in Figs. 1(d)-1(f) in the main text. The be-
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FIG. S3. (a)-(c) The raw SFF KR(τ) from Eq. (S2) as
function of the scaled time τ = t/ttypH in the 3D Anderson
model at different system sizes (D = L3), plotted (a) in the
delocalized regime, (b) at the transition point, and (c) in the
localized regime. The solid line in (b) denotes the GOE result
KGOE(τ) = 2τ − τ ln(1− 2τ), while the dashed line in (b) de-
notes a plateau of KR(τ). (d)-(f) The corresponding survival
probability p(τ) [the same results as in Figs. 1(d)-1(f) of the
main text]. The shaded areas in (b) and (e) denote the time
interval of the scale invariance in p(τ) for the largest system
size L = 40.
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FIG. S4. The raw SFF KR(τ) from Eq. (S2) as function of
the scaled time τ = t/ttypH in the avalanche at different system
sizes (D = 2N+L), plotted (a) in the delocalized phase, (b) at
the transition point, and (c) in the localized phase. The black
lines denotes the GOE result KGOE(τ) = 2τ − τ ln(1 − 2τ).
The dashed line in (b) denotes a plateau of KR(τ). (d)-(f)
The corresponding survival probability p(τ) [the same results
as in Figs. 1(g)-1(i) of the main text]. The shaded areas in
(b) and (e) denote the time interval of the scale invariance in
p(τ) for the largest system size L = 12.

haviour of the SFF was discussed in Ref. [107]. This
is, below the transition, the SFF follows the GOE pre-
diction for times larger than the Thouless time. More
importantly, at the transition, the SFF exhibits a broad
plateau before it reaches the Thouless time. This is also
observed here for the raw SFF, see Figs. S3(a)-S3(b).
(Note that below the transition, the raw SFF KR(τ) ap-
proaches the GOE prediction with a small deviation, the
latter being an artefact of using the raw spectrum.) Re-
markably, at the transition the time window of the broad
scale invariant plateau in KR(τ), see Fig. S3(b), almost
exactly corresponds to the time window of the scale in-
variant power-law decay of p(τ) observed in Fig. S3(e).

Finally, in Fig. S4, we compare the raw SFF KR(τ)
with p(τ) for the avalanche model. The results for p(τ)
are the same as in Figs. 1(g)-1(i) in the main text. When
compared to the 3D Anderson model, the main features
are qualitatively similar. For the avalanche model, the
behaviour of the SFF was discussed in Ref. [77]. Also
for this model, in the ergodic phase, the SFF follows the
GOE prediction for times larger than the Thouless time,
and at the transition the scale invariant plateau emerges.
The same features are visible in the raw SFF KR(τ), see
Figs. S4(a)-S4(c). Interestingly, for quenches from fully
polarized spins in the avalanche model, the time window
of the scale invariant plateau in KR(τ), see Fig. S4(b),
is actually shorter than the time window of the scale
invariant power-law decay of p(τ) observed in Fig. S4(e).
This suggest that the time range of scale invariance may,
at least for the system sizes under investigation, differ for
different initial states.
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QUENCHES FROM INITIAL PLANE WAVES

In the main text, we discuss the behaviour of the sur-
vival probability for quenches from localized states (in
particular, localized states in real space for the 1D Aubry-
Andre and 3D Anderson model), and show its scale-
invariant properties at the transition. Here we discuss
an opposite limit, in which the initial states are fully de-
localized plane-wave states |k⟩, i.e. states constructed
as |k⟩ = 1√

D

∑
m e−ikm|m⟩ where |m⟩ are the initially

localized states considered above and k = 0, . . . , D − 1.
We first discuss the 1D Aubry-Andre model. In

Fig. S5, we show p(τ) for initial conditions that are de-
localized plane waves, and we compare it to the raw SFF
KR(τ). In spite of the change of initial conditions, one
may draw similar conclusions about the scale invariance
ofKR(τ) and p(τ) at the transition as in the case of initial
localized states, see Fig. S2. The scale invariance takes
place in a nearly identical time interval as in Fig. S2.
Moreover, the exponent β of the power-law decay is very
similar in both cases: we get β = 0.25 in Fig. S2 and
β = 0.27 in Fig. S5. In the case of the 1D Aubry-Andre
model, the eigenstate transition occurs between eigen-
states that are localized in quasimomentum space and
eigenstates that are localized in real space [79, 80]. The
transition point is a self-dual point, suggesting that both
initial conditions, the fully localized and fully delocalized
ones, may have similar overlaps with eigenstates at the
transition. This may explain the similarity of the power-
law decays from both initial conditions.

Next, we discuss the quenches from plane waves for
the second type of transition, namely, the transition that
occurs between the eigenstates whose properties are con-
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FIG. S5. The raw SFF KR(τ) from Eq. (S2) as function of
the scaled time τ = t/ttypH in the 1D Aubry-Andre model at
different system sizes (D = L), plotted (a) in the delocalized
regime, (b) at the transition point, and (c) in the localized
regime. (d)-(f) The corresponding survival probability p(τ),
for which the initial states are single-particle plane waves,
as described in the text. The dashed line in (e) denotes the
power-law fit p(τ) = aτ−β to the results at the transition, and
we obtain β = 0.27. The shaded areas in (b) and (e) denote
scale invariance in p(τ) for the largest system size L = 20000.
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FIG. S6. The raw SFF KR(τ) from Eq. (S2) as function of
the scaled time τ = t/ttypH in the avalanche model at different
system sizes (D = 2N+L), plotted (a) in the delocalized phase,
(b) at the transition point, and (c) in the localized phase. (d)-
(f) The corresponding survival probability 2p(τ)−1, for which
the initial states are plane waves, as described in the text. The
shaded areas in (b) and (e) denote the scale invariance in p(τ)
for the largest system size L = 11.

sistent with predictions of the GOE, and the localized
eigenstates that are accompanied with Poisson statistics
of eigenenergies. We here show results for the avalanche
model, while the 3D Anderson exhibits qualitatively sim-
ilar results. In Fig. S6, we compare p(τ) to the raw SFF
KR(τ). In particular, we show 2p(τ)− 1 instead of p(τ),
which is inspired by the exact relation KR(τ) = 2p(τ)−1
for the GOE matrices [37, 108]. Indeed, we observe that
in the ergodic regime, see Figs. S6(a) and S6(d), the be-
havior of the SFF KR(τ) is similar to the behavior of
2p(τ) − 1. Surprisingly, this similarity is also observed
at the transition point, see Figs. S6(b) and S6(e). In the
latter case, the scale invariant plateaux are building up
in both quantities KR(τ) and 2p(τ) − 1 at roughly the
same values [see the horizontal dashed lines in Figs. S6(b)
and S6(e)], and in the same time interval. This re-
sult demonstrates that the scale invariance of p(τ) may
emerge without the presence of the power-law decay. In
the nonergodic phase (α < αc) the qualitative similar-
ity between KR(τ) and 2p(τ)− 1 persist, see Figs. S6(c)
and S6(f).

DETAILS OF AVERAGING

For the data shown in Figs. 1 and 3 of the main text
and in Figs. S2-S5 of this Supplemental material we av-
erage over 500 Hamiltonian realizations for all models
and all system sizes, except for L = 12 of the avalanche
model. In the latter case, see Fig. 2, the size of the Hamil-
tonian matrix is D = 2L+N = 131072 and a satisfactory
convergence is obtained by averaging over 15 Hamilto-
nian realizations (≈ 106 initial states). For the spectral
form factor, we additionally use running averages to re-
duce time fluctuations around the mean value.
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